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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF IDAHO

STATE OF IDAHO,

)
)
Plaintiff-Respondent,
)
)
v.
)
)
SARAH LYNN MAYBIN,
)
)
Defendant-Appellant.
)
____________________________________)

NO. 45732
MINIDOKA COUNTY NO. CR-2017-13

APPELLANT’S BRIEF

STATEMENT OF THE CASE
Nature of the Case
After having been convicted of a single count of felony possession of a controlled
substance (methamphetamine), and failing out of drug court, Sarah Maybin was granted a
“rider.” During her rider, Ms. Maybin had some disciplinary problems, but also made some
progress in her programming. Based primarily on the former, the district court relinquished
jurisdiction and executed her original sentence without reduction.
On appeal, Ms. Maybin contends the district court abused its discretion in relinquishing
jurisdiction without reducing her sentence. Given her troubled background and severe addiction
issues, her partial success on her rider warranted a sentence reduction.
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Statement of the Facts and Course of Proceedings
Although Sarah Maybin puts on a brave face and insists that all is well with her, this
appears to be a facade intended to shield others from her demons. For example, while she
describes her childhood in very positive terms, and notes that she had a great relationship with
her father, whom she describes as “a loving kind man” (PSI, p.7), there is nevertheless a great
deal of emotional trauma associated with her childhood. As it turns out, Ms. Maybin was raised
by her father because her mother left them when she was only two years old. (PSI, p.7.) A few
years later, when Ms. Maybin was only about eight years old, her mother was murdered. (PSI,
p.8.) Although her mother had already left the family by that time, it appears Ms. Maybin was
well-aware of her mother’ death and struggled to cope with it. (See PSI, p.8.)
Additionally, although Ms. Maybin did not make any disclosures to the pre-sentence
investigator, it appears she also suffered from physical, sexual, and emotional abuse as a child. 1
(See PSI, pp.20, 27.) Consistent with this history, she now scores high on the trauma scale.
(R., p.31.)
Now, although Ms. Maybin insists her mental health is “very good,” that may not
necessarily be true. She experiences nightmares and only sleeps a few hours each night, admits
to having experienced anxiety and severe depression in the past, and was diagnosed in this case
with Major Depressive Disorder. (PSI, pp.12, 20, 30.)
This background may provide some insight into why Ms. Maybin now suffers from such
debilitating substance abuse problems. By the age of 25, she had used and abused just about
every drug under the sun—alcohol, marijuana, cocaine, heroin, methamphetamine, prescription
drugs, ecstasy, synthetic cannabinoids, cold medication, and designer stimulants. (See PSI,
pp.12-14.) Most of these, she was using regularly even as a teenager. (PSI, pp.12-13.) For
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example, she started drinking at the age of 14, and was drinking regularly by 16, when she would
drink to the point of intoxication three times a week on average. (PSI, p.13.) Likewise, she
began smoking marijuana at 14, and reports that she use it daily for years.

(PSI, p.13.)

However, methamphetamine ultimately became her drug of choice. (PSI, pp.14, 21.) She started
using methamphetamine at the age of 23—ironically enough, to “fix” her alcohol problem,
which she recognized had “gradually got[ten] out of hand”—but her use of that drug began to
increase over time as well. (PSI, pp.13, 14.) For about a year prior to her arrest in this case,
Ms. Maybin was smoking methamphetamine all day every day, and using approximately a gram
per day. (PSI, p.14.)
In this case, which represents Ms. Maybin’s only felony conviction (see PSI, pp.4-6),
Ms. Maybin was arrested on unrelated warrants after a routine traffic stop. (R, p.13.) Upon
being booked into the jail, she was found to be in the possession of two small baggies, one of
which contained a small amount of a white crystalline substance which Ms. Maybin admitted
was methamphetamine.

(R., p.14.)

Based on this small amount of methamphetamine,

Ms. Maybin was charged with two felonies—possession of a controlled substance
(methamphetamine) and introducing certain contraband (methamphetamine) into a correctional
facility. (R., pp.10-11.)
Ms. Maybin entered into a plea agreement with the State. (See R., pp.43, 44-46, 49.)
Under the terms of that agreement, Ms. Maybin pled guilty to the possession count (R., pp.43,
44), the introduction of contraband count was dismissed (R., pp.43, 44, 64-65), and the parties
jointly recommended a withheld judgment with drug court (R., pp.43, 44). The district court
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The precise nature of this abuse is not apparent from the PSI or any of the appended materials.
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accepted the agreement and Ms. Maybin’s guilty plea (R., p.43) and it referred the case to drug
court (R., pp.56-58).2
Ms. Maybin was accepted into drug court (R., p.67), but her opportunity to gain anything
from that experience was extremely limited, as she was terminated from the program less than a
month later (R., p.71). She had failed to appear for various group sessions and drug tests, and
she tested positive for methamphetamine twice. (R., pp.73-86.) Basically, she acted like an
addict, and was therefore removed from drug court.
Thereafter, she was sentenced. (See generally R., pp.92-93; Tr., p.4, L.1 – p.11, L.3.)
Both counsel recommended the same sentence (five years, with two years fixed), although the
defense requested the probation, whereas the State requested a rider. (Tr., p.6, L.21 – p.7, L.4,
p.7, Ls.16-18, p.8, Ls.3-4.) The district court followed the State’s recommendation, imposing a
sentence of five years, with two years fixed, and retaining jurisdiction. (R., pp.93, 95; Tr., p.8,
Ls.5-9.) It entered a judgment of conviction later the same day. (R., pp.94-96.)
Ms. Maybin’s rider was a mixed bag. She did some things very well. For example, she
volunteered for various maintenance tasks at the facility. (PSI, pp.47, 51.) More importantly, in
the Cognitive-Behavioral Interventions for Substance Abuse (“CBI-SA”) program, Ms. Maybin
attended every class, was prepared with completed work, and presented her work to the class.
(PSI, p.44.) Although she struggled to open up about her personal struggles, she did share some
personal experiences, and started to show positive changes in class. (PSI, pp.44-45.) Likewise,
although she was uncomfortable and struggled with her own feelings in the Thinking for a
Change (“T4C”) program, she appeared to make an effort to become more comfortable in class.
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Although the district court never entered a written order withholding judgment and placing
Ms. Maybin on probation (see generally R.), everyone proceeded as if it had (see, e.g., Tr., p.4,
Ls.9-16).
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(PSI, p.45.) Although Ms. Maybin’s progress in these programs was only incremental, given
that she arrived with “a very limited set of skills” (PSI, p.46), and that her rider was her first-ever
rehabilitative programming (see PSI, p.14), that progress is still remarkable.
However, Ms. Maybin also had some failures on her rider. She received one Disciplinary
Offense Report (“DOR”) when, after being accused of having a romantic relationship with a
fellow inmate, it was determined that she had made false statements to investigators. (PSI, p.44.)
She received a second DOR for exchanging three “lingering hugs,” and perhaps a kiss, with
another inmate. (PSI, pp.44, 49.)3 Ms. Maybin also received a number of informal disciplinary
sanctions (including mere warnings) for other conduct, many of which were clothing-related
(allowing her pants to sag, wearing shower shoes in the day room, and failing to wear socks).
(PSI, p.44.)
A rider review hearing was held on November 27, 2017. (See generally R., p.106;
Tr., p.13, L.1 – p.19, L.16.) At that hearing, the State requested relinquishment. (Tr., p.15,
Ls.13-15.) In response, the defense did not argue that Ms. Maybin should be granted probation;
rather, defense counsel implicitly acknowledged that relinquishment was appropriate, but
requested that the court “commute” Ms. Maybin’s sentence and “have her go serve a year and be
done with it.” (Tr., p.16, L.16 – p.17, L.21.) Essentially, this was an oral Rule 35 motion, as
counsel asked the district court to reduce Ms. Maybin’s sentence from five years, with two years
fixed, to one or two years, all fixed. (See Tr., p.16, L.16 – p.17, L.21.) Based on Ms. Maybin’s
rules violations during the rider program though, the district court followed the State’s
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A third DOR was filed based on an allegation of a verbal altercation with another inmate, and a
refusal to immediately follow a correctional officer’s demand that she stand down. (See PSI,
p.44.) However, that DOR was never fully adjudicated, and so the district court refused to
consider it. (See Tr., p.13, L.15 – p.14, L.10.)
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recommendation and relinquished jurisdiction without reducing her sentence.

(R., p.107;

Tr., p.18, L.7 – p.19, L.14.)
On January 8, 2018, Ms. Maybin filed a notice of appeal. (R., pp.112-13.) That notice of
appeal was timely from the district court’s relinquishment order and from the sentence contained
within the original judgment of conviction. See I.A.R. 14(a). On appeal, Ms. Maybin does not
challenge the original sentence; she argues only that the district court abused its discretion in
relinquishing jurisdiction without granting her oral Rule 35 motion and reducing her sentence.

ISSUE
Did the district court abuse its discretion by relinquishing jurisdiction without reducing
Ms. Maybin’s sentence?
ARGUMENT
The District Court Abused Its Discretion In Relinquishing Jurisdiction Without Reducing
Ms. Maybin’s Sentence
As detailed above, for the all disciplinary problems Ms. Maybin had during her rider, she
actually made some significant progress in her programming and showed some level of promise.
As noted, in the CBI-SA program—the program that is probably most critical for her to start
working toward overcoming her addiction issues—Ms. Maybin demonstrated a good work ethic
by showing up, doing her work, and actively participating. (PSI, pp.44-45.) She was able to
“open up about her struggles with being an absent mother, her past [drug and alcohol] use, and
her desire to change.” (PSI, p.45.) The program facilitator noted that “she was starting to make
changes in class . . . .” (PSI, p.45.) This was a huge step for Ms. Maybin, as she arrived with “a
very limited set of skills” (PSI, p.46) and had never really had rehabilitative programming before
(see PSI, p.14).
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Ms. Maybin also exhibited some pro-social qualities while on her rider. She volunteered
to create a rock garden; she frequently volunteered to maintain the volleyball court; and she
volunteered to help clean the dayroom. (PSI, pp.47, 51.) Further, it is clear that she did these
things because she wanted to, not because she was seeking credit. (See PSI, p.52 (“Maybin
jumped in to help clean the dayroom without being asked. [S]he said she didn’t want a c-note
but I’m giving her one an[y]way . . . .”).)
In light of these incremental successes on her rider, the district court abused its discretion
by denying Ms. Maybin’s oral Rule 35 motion and relinquishing jurisdiction without reducing
her sentence.
CONCLUSION
For the foregoing reasons, Ms. Maybin respectfully requests that this Court find that the
district court abused its discretion in relinquishing jurisdiction without reducing her sentence,
and that it remand her case to the district court with an instruction that her sentence be reduced to
one or two years, all fixed.
DATED this 10th day of August, 2018.

/s/ Erik R. Lehtinen
ERIK R. LEHTINEN
Chief, Appellate Unit
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I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this 10th day of August, 2018, I caused a true and correct
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DEPUTY ATTORNEY GENERAL
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EVAN A. SMITH
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